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END QP YEAR REPORT 
Part IX 

Narrative Report 



September, 1966 marked the establishment of a supplementary Center 
for Outdoor and Conservation Education for the school districts in 
the Town of North Hempstead Under Title III of The Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act . The original project proposal evolved 
from an exploratory curriculum study which was prepared for the 
school districts by consultants at the expense of the combined 
districts . The efforts and assistance of the regional center. 

The Education Council -for School Research and Development (TEC), 
were also involved in the preliminary efforts to investigate and^ 
plan the proposed supplementary center for outdoor and conservation 
education. As a result of the preliminary investigation and the 
development of the initial proposal, a series of three manuals were 
prepared ; these manuals related to the identification of sites 
within the sub-region which were suitable for hous ing a supplement- 
ary center for outdoor and conservation education, the identifica- 
tion of curriculum areas for program purposes, and the specifica- 
tions for programming and constructing a physical center for 
resident and daily outdoor and conservation education programs • 

More will be said about the practical use of these manuals in 
this section when phasing out of the project is discussed. 

Since September, 1966, great program and activity expansion has 
taken place within the framework of the Supplementary Center. In 
September, 1967, the first continuation grant was submitted and a 
modified budget was approved to continue the project forward for a 
second year of operation. It is the intent and purpose of this 
narrative statement to capture the scope of expanded activity which 
has taken place during the third year. The project has been 
fortunate to have endured through a second continuation grant as a 
full fledged three year ESEA program. 



2. Program and Activity - The Third Year 

During the third year of operation, the Supplementary Center 
has solidified program growth which was experienced during 
the first two years • Repeat visits were made to education 
centers , stations, and facilities which had been identified 
as being suitable for curriculum enrichment through outdoor 
education and conservation* Major areas of recommended 
curriculum extensions were social studies , camping skills , 
marine biology, ecology, nature -study, astronomy, meteor- . 
ology, and geology- A .'handbook of sites , recommended activ- 
ities , suitable grade levels , and pertinent planning in- 
formation was made available to the participating districts • 
The major single program development of significance was 
the expansion of the resident school camping program to 
include more students and more districts « Carle Place and 
Westbury were added to the list of six districts participat- 
ing in this phase of the program for a total of eight active 
districts engaged in the resident program. 

The following summary list of outdoor education trips 
completed during the final and third year of operation as 
a Title III project captures the extent to which the envir- 
onment and outdoor facilities have been used for curriculum 
enrichment and socialization purposes . 



Date 


District 


Resource Station 


Activity 


No. of 


9/9-11 


Pt. Wash. 


Ashokan Camp 


Res. Camping 


64 


9/11-13 Pt. Wash. 


Ashokan Camp 


Res. Camping 


64 


9/17 


Great 


Neck 


Garvies Pt. 


Geology,M.Bio. 


50 


9/23-27 


Manhasset 


Ashokan Camp 


Res. Camping 


77 


9/25 


Great 


Neck 


Greentree Farm 


Animal Study 


21 


9/26 


Great 


Neck 


Garvies Pt. 


Geology, M. Bio. 


23 


9/27 


Great 


Neck 


Stepping St. Beach 


Marine Bio. 


20 


9/30 


Great 


Neck 


Phipps Trails 


Ecology 


53 


10/1 


Great 


Neck 


Bronx Zoo 


Animal Study 


49 


10/1 


Great 


Neck 


Phipps Trails 


Ecology 


26 


10/1 


Great 


Neck 


Phipps Trails 


Ecology 


23 


10/3 


Great 


Neck 


Phipps Trails 


Ecology 


18 


10/3 


Great 


Neck 


Stepping St. Beach 


Marine Bio. 


21 


10/3 


Great 


Neck 


Bronx Zoo 


Animal Study 


6x 


10/4 


Great 


Neck 


Bronx Zoo 


Animal Study 


20 
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Date District 



Resource Station Activity 



No. of Pupils 



10/4 


Great Neck 


Phipps Trails 


Ecology 


20 


10/7-11 


Port Wash. 


Ashokan Camp 


Res. Camping 


70 


10/8 


Great Neck 


Phipps Trails 


Ecology 


19 


10/8 


West bury 


Garvies Pt. 


Geology ,M. Bio. 


So 


10/8 


Great Neck 


Vanderbilt Museum 


Cult. Enrich. 


24 


10/8 


Great Neck 


Phipps Trails 


Ecology 


16 


10/10 


Great Neck 


Garvies Pt. 


Geology*M. Bio 


23 


10/10 


Great Neck 


N. Y. Aquarium 


Marine Biology 


40 


10/14 


Great Neck 


Phipps Trails 


Ecology 


24 


10/14 


Great Neck 


Kings Pt . Pond 


Pond Life 


50 


10/14 


Great Neck 


Garvies Pt. 


Geology *M. Bio 


19 


10/14- l8Pt. Wash. 


Ashokan Camp 


Res. Camping 


6 o 


10/15 


Great Neck 


Garvies Pt. 


Geology* M. Bio. 


21 


10/15 


Great Neck 


Garvies Pt. 


Geology 5 M. Bio. 


25 


10/15 


Great Neck 


Phipps Trails 


Ecology 


28 


10/15 


Great Neck 


Phipps Trails 


Ecology 


24 


10/16 


Westbury 


Coney Is. Aquarium 


Marine Biology 


45 


10/17 


Great Neck 


Nassau County Mus. 


Animal Study 


22 


10/18 


Great Neck 


Manhasset Bay 


Ecology* Geology 


26 


10/21 


Great Neck 


Phipps Trails 


Ecology 


19 


10/21 


Great Neck , 


Pt. Wash. Beach 


Science Enrich. 


48 


10/21 


Great Neck 


Garvies Pt. 


Geology *M. Bio. 


53 


10/21 


Great Neck 


Phipps Trails 


Ecology 


24 


10/gl 


Westbury 


Garvies Pt. 


Geology*M. Bio 


120 


.0/21-25 


Pt. Wash. 


Ashokan Camp 


Resident Camping 


70 


10/22 


Herricks 


Wards Pound Ridge 


Ecology 


30 


10/22 


Great Neck 


Phipps Trails 


Ecology 


24 


10/22 


Great Neck 


Grossman Farm 


Farm Study 


4o 
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Pate 


District 


Resource Station 


Activity No 


. of 


10/23 


Pt. Wash. 


Hightop Mt. Ashokan 


. Conservation 


6 9 


10/23 


Great Neck 


Garvies Pt. 


Geology^M. Bio. 


25 


10/23 


Westbury 


Garvies Pt. 


Geology,M.Bio. 


120 


10/24 


Great Neck 


Phipps Trails 


Nature Study 


23 


10/24 


Great Neck 


Phipps Trails 


Nature Study 


24 


10/24 


Westbury 


Central Pk. Zoo 


Animal Study 


4 2 


10/24 


Westbury 


Filaski Farm 


Farm Study 


100 


10/24 


Great Neck 


Phipps Trails 


Nature Study 


25 


10/24 


Herricks 


Wards Pound Ridge 


Ecology 


30 


10/25 


Westbury 


Garvies Pt. 


Geology^M.Bio. 


120 


10/25 


Great Neck 


Phipps Trails 


Nature Study 


24 


10/28 


Great Neck 


Garvies Pt. 


Geology^M.Bio. 


24 


10/28 


Mineola 


Tobay Beach 


Eco. Marine Bio. 


110 


10/28 


Westbury 


Garvies Pt. 


Geology^M. Bio. 


120 


10/29 


Westbury 


Coney Is. Aquarium 


Marine Biology 


100 


10/29 


Great Neck 


Garvies Pt. 


Geology ,M. Bio. 


19 


10/30 


Great Neck 


Phipps Trails 


Nature Study 


24 


10/31 


Herricks 


Wards Pound Ridge 


Ecology 


30 


10/31 


Great Neck 


Garvies Pt. 


Geology,M.Bio. 


54 


10/31 


Great Neck 


Phipps Trails 


Nature Study 


23 


11/1 


Great Neck 


Garvies Pt. 


Geology,M.Bio. 


22 


11/1 


Roslyn 


Cold Spring Harbor 


Ecology 


50 


11/4 


Great Neck 


Garvies Pt. 


Geology^M.Bio. 


25 


11/4 


Roslyn 


Cold Spring Harbor 


Ecology 


50 


11/7 


Great Neck 


Hempstead Harbor 


Nature Study 


52 


11/7 


Great Neck 


Phipps Trails 


Nature Study 


24 


11/8 


Roslyn 


Cold Spring Harbor 


Ecology 


50 


ll/ll 


Manhasset 
( St . Mary 1 s ’ 


^N.Y. Aquarium 


Marine Biology 


4o 



of Pupils 



9 - 



mmmggm 









Date 


District 


Resource Station 


Activity Nc 


). of 


11/15 


Great Neck 


Hayden Planetarium 


Astronomy 


49 


n/15 


Roslyn 


Cold Spring Harbor 


Ecology 


50 


11/18 


Roslyn 


Cold Spring Harbor 


Ecology 


50 


11/19 


Westbury 


Roosevelt Raceway 


Animal Study 


55 


11/21 


Great Neck 


Phipps Trails 


Nature Study 


21 


n/22 


Westbury 


Zorn’s Farm 


Animal Study 


22 


n/22 


Roslyn 


Mus., Nat. History 


Cult. Enrich. 


50 


n/25 


Great Neck 


Phipps Trails 


Nature Study 


v 24 


n/25 


Roslyn 


Cold Spring Ha,rbor 


Ecology 


50 


n/26 


Herricks 


Hayden Planetarium 


Astronomy 


36 


12/9-12 


Roslyn 


Ashokan Camp 


Res. Camping 


55 


12/13 


Great Neck 


Seaford Museum 


Cult. Enrich. 


21 


1/18 


Herricks 


N.Y. Aquarium 


Marine Biology 


50 


1/22 


New Hyde Pk. 
(Notre Dame) 


Salisbury Pk. 


Weather Study 


4 ? 


1/27 


New Hyde Pk. 
(Notre Dame) 


Salisbury Pk. 


Weather Study 


4o 


2/24 


New Hyde Pk. 
(Notre Dame) 


Salisbury Pk. 


Weather Study 


41 


2/25 


New Hyde Pk. 
(Notre Dame) 


Salisbury Pk. 


Weather Study 


4 l 


2/26 


New Hyde Pk. 
(Notre Dame) 


Salisbury Pk. 


Weather Study 


4 o 


2/27 


Great Neck 


Phipps Trails 


Nature Study 


25 


3/10 


Great Neck 


Phipps Trails 


Nature Study 


23 


3/26 


Great Neck 


Museum 


Cult. Enrich. 


80 


4/1 


Great Ne'ck 


Hayden Planetarium 


Astronomy 


42 


4/1 


Great Neck 


Hayden Planetarium 


Astronomy 


46 


4 / 7-11 


Great Neck 


Ashokan Camp 


Res. Camping 


51 


4/io 


Great Neck 


Museum 


Cult. Enrich. 


23 
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District 



Resource Station Activity 



No. of Pupils 



4/11 


Roslyn 


4/l4 


Great Neck 


4/14-18 


E. Willi st 


4/15 


Great Neck 


4/l6 


Roslyn 


4/18 


Herricks 


4/18 


Roslyn 


4/21 


Herricks 


4/21 


Westbury 


4/29 


Westbury 


4/29 


Great Neck 


4/29 


Mineola 


4/30 


Roslyn 


5/1 


Great Neck 


5/2 


Great Neck 


5/2 


Herricks 


5/5 


Great Neck 


5/5 


Roslyn 


5/5 


Great Neck 


5/5 


Great Neck 


5/6 


Westbury 


5/6 


Roslyn 


5/6-9 


Manhasset 


5/7 


Great Neck 


5/7 


Herricks 


5/7 


Roslyn 


5/7 


Westbury 


5/10 


Westbury 



Cold Spring Harbor 
Phipps Trails 
Ashokan Camp 
Phipps Trails 
Agric. College 
Garvies Pt. 

Cold Spring Harbor 
Botanical Gardens 
PI. Meadow Park 
Agric. College 
Phipps Trails 
Nursery: Miller PI. 
Agric. College 
Phipps Trails 
Phipps Trails 
Rosendale, N.Y. 
Phipps Trails 
Agric. College 
Ashokan Camp 
Ashoken Camp 
Salisbury Park 
Planting Fields 
Camp Jewel, Conn. 
Phipps Trails 
Planting Fields 
Bronx Zoo 
Garvies Pt. 

Bayville, L.I. 
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Ecology 


50 


Nature Study 


24 


Res. Camping 


228 


Nature Study 


25 


Animal Study 


38 


Geology, M. Bio. 


15 


Ecology 


50 


Conservation 


90 


Farm- Zoo 


4o 


Animal Study 


20 


Nature Study 


24 


Conservation 


265 


Animal Study 


38 


Nature Study 


24 


Nature Study 


25 


Geology 


15 


Nature Study 


23 


Animal Study 


4o 


Res. Camping 


24 


Res. Camping 


21 


Outdoor Ed.. 


40 


Ecology 


50 


Res. Camping 


214 


Nature Study 


18 


Ecology 


21 


Animal Study 


49 


Geology, M. Bio 


4l 


Ecolo.gy 


45 



' "'1 « 



Date 


District 


Resource Station 


Activity No 


. of Pupils 


5/12 


Great Neck 


Kings Pt . Pond 


Ecology 


22 


5/12 


Herricks 


Bronx Zoo 


Animal Study 


200 


5/14 


Herricks 


Bronx Zoo 


Animal Study 


200 


5/14 


Great Neck 


Agric. College 


Animal Study 


22 


5/14 


Roslyn 


Garvies Pt. 


Geology, M. Bio. 


50 


5/15 


Roslyn 


Salisbury Park 


Animal Study 


4 o 


5/15 


Mineola 


Museum 


Cult. ■ Enrich. 


20 


5/15 


Great Neck 


Agric. College 


Animal Study 


23 


5/16-19 


Great Neck 


Camp Wooasmoke,N. Y. 


Camping Trip 


35 


5/19 


Roslyn 


Bronx Zoo 


Animal Study 


49 


5/20 


Great Neck 


Agric. College 


Farm Stud„ 


46 


5/21 


Roslyn 


Agric. College 


Farm Study 


4 o 


5/21 


Great Neck 


Agric. College 


Farm Study 


22 


5/21. 


Roslyn 


E. Long Island 


Geology 


24 


5/21 


Westbury 


Agric. College 


Animal Study 


50 


5/21 


West bury 


Farm, Hatchery 


Animal, Fish 


4 o 


5/21 


Great Neck 


Arboretum 


Ecology 


60 


5/22 


Roslyn 


E. Long Island 


Geology 


44 


5/22 


Westbury 


Agric. College 


Animal Study 


50 


5/22 


Great Neck 


Parks 


Nature Study 


25 


5/24 


Westbury 


Garvies Pt. 


Geology, M. Bio. 


45 


5/26 


Great Neck 


Garvies Pt. 


Geology, M. Bio. 


25 


5/26-29 


Great Neck 


Ashokan Camp 


Res,, Camping 


25 


5/26 


Roslyn 


Garvies Pt. 


GeoXogy,M.Bio. 


52 ’ 


5/26 


Roslyn 


Garvies Pt. 


Geology,M.Bio. 


46 


5/26 


Herricks 


Fire Island, L. I. 


Geology 


90 


5/26 


Great Neck 


Phipps Trails 


Nature Study 


22 


5/26 


Great Neck 


Pond 


Ecology 


23 


5/26-28 


Westbury^- 


Camp Jewel, Conn. 


Res. Camping 


■ 53 
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ERLC 



Bate District 


5/28 
C /op 


Roslyn 


5/23 


ivO s Jiyn 
Roslyn 


5/23 


Roslyn 


5/28 


Herricks 


5/26-29 


Great Neck 


5/29 


Great Neck 


5/29 


Great Neck 


6/2 

fs/o^k 


Westbury 


6/3 


ivisnria § § © \j 

Great Neck 


6/3 


Westbury 


6/3 


Herricks 


6/4 


Westbury 


6/6 


Great Neck 


6/6 


Herricks 


6/9 


Herricks 


6/9-13 


Roslyn 


6/10 


Great Neck 


6/10 


Westbury 


6/13 


Westbury 


6/13 


Westbury 


6/14 


Westbury 


6/17 


Mineola 


6/17 


Mineola 


7/6-12 


Herricks 


7/21-23 


Herricks 


7/23-25 


Herricks 



Resource Station 
Gar vies Ft. 

Garvies Ft. 
Planting Fields 
Chris. Morley Pk. 
Lake Placid, N.Y. 
Ashokan Camp 
Garvies Pt. 

Kings Pt , Pond 
Garvies Pt. 

Ashokan Camp 
Garvies Pt. 

Central Pk , Zoo 
Fire Island 
Bronx Zoo 
Manhattan Is. Cr. 
Sagamore Hill 
Sterling Forest 
Ashokan Camp 
Bronx Zoo 
Cen. Park Zoo 
Cen. Park Zoo 
Stony Brook Museum 
Coney Is. Aquarium 
Salisbury Farm 
Salisbury Farm 
Ashokan Camp 
Mystic, Conn. 
Mystic, Conn. 
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Activity No. of 
Geology, M. Bio. 48 
Geology, M. Bio. 50 



Ecology 46 
Nature Study 40 
Camping 40 
Res . Camping 25 



Geology, M. Bio. 22 
Ecology 22 
Geology, M. Bio. 100 
Res . Camping 100 
Geology, M. Bio. 19 



Animal Study 90 
Geology 15- 
Animal Study 9° 
Eco . , Pollution 25 
Conservation 95 
Nature Study 15 
Res. Camping 45 
Animal Study 44 
Animal Study 43 
Animal Study 85 



Cult. Enrich. 140 
Marine Biology 45 



Farm Study 117 
Farm Study 135 
Res . Camping 47 
Camp. Cult .En. 36 
Camp. Cult .En. 36 




BOOBS SPECIAL EDUCATION SCHOOLS 
Outdoor Education Programs 
Funded Under $20,000 
New York State Amendment 
To Project 66-2624 



Date 

May 11 - June 30 



Activity 

Routine Wednesday afternoon and 
Saturday Trip Programs in two 
Schools; visits to local parks 
and outdoor education sites, 



June 23-27 
June 30 -July 4 



Resident Program at Ashokan Camp, New Paltz* N. 
Center for Handicapped children 
( 100 ) 




pilot resident experiences which were conducted during 
the first and second years created great interest « As a 
result of this interest # the Supplementary Center for Outdoor 
and Conservation Education, through the courtesy of the State 
University of New York arranged to have a series of resident 
groups make use of the New Paltz College Camp at Ashokan, 
near Kingston* The project supported transportation, special- 
ist and consultant costs in order to make the program a 
success . The districts provided all instructional materials, 
and food and lodging costs were home by participants at the 
rate of $26 .£0 per week for the four nights and five days in 
residence. 

The initial step in initiating the resident programs was 
accomplished by a series of orientation meetings for parents 
and teachers in districts which were contemplating the resi- 



dent 

were 


program* The followin 
held . 


g chart lists the meet: 


Lngs which 


Date 


Group 


Place 


No. of 








Participants 


9/ 9/68 


Principals , Coord, 
and Teachers 


Roslyn 




9/13/68 


Teachers Meeting 


East Williston 


3 


9/16/68 


Teachers Meeting 


Manhasset 


3 


9/17/68 


Principal, Coord, 
and Teachers 


Westbury 


5 


9/17/68 


Parents Meeting 


Manhasset 


100 


9/20/68 


Teachers Meeting 


Port Washington 


36 


9/26/68 


Parents Meeting 


Port Washington 


44 


10/ 7/68 


Coordinators 


New Paltz Camp 


4 


10/ 8/68 


Coordinator 


Great Neck 


2 


10/ 9/68 


Teachers Meeting 


Great Neck 


70 


10/10/68 


Parents Meeting 


Port Washington 


75 


10 / 13/68 


Parents Meeting 


Roslyn 


50 


10 / 23/68 


Coordinator 


Port Washington 


2 


10/25/68 


Coordinator 


Manhasset 


2 


11/ 1/68 


Principal, Coord. 


Westbury 


3 



11/ 6/69 


Coordinators 


New Paltz 


3 


11/13/68 


Teaohers Keating 


Westbury 


20 


11 / 14/68 

11/19/68* 


Teachers Meeting 


Great Neck 


14 


11/20/68 


Camp Jewpl 


N • Oolebrook, Conn . 


(Dr. T1 
Staff 


11/21/68 


Teachers Meeting 


Mineola 


26 


11 / 25/66 


We st bury Teachers 


Camp Jewel 


8 


11/26/68 


Teachers Meeting 


Westbury 


3 


12/ 2/68 


Coordinators , Teachers 


New Paltz 


9 


12/10/68 


Parents Meeting 


Roslyn 


40 


12/13/68 


Coordinators , Teachers 


New Paltz 


8 


1/ 6/69 


Coordinators, Teachers, 
Principal 


Westbury 


5 


1/ 7/69 


Principal, Teacher 


Westbury 


k 


1/10/69 


Coordinator, Teacher 


Port Washington 


k 


1/14/69 


Coordinator, Teachers 


Carle Place 


5 


1/17/69 


Coordinator 


Great Neck 


3 


1/28/69 


Coordinators 


Title III Schools 


14 


1/30/69 


Parents Meeting 


Westbury 


30 


2/28/69 


Teachers Meeting 


Great Neck 


10 


3/ 4/69 


Parents Meeting 


Carle Place 


60 


'3/ 5/69 


Parents Meeting 


East Williston 


140 


3/13/69 


Princ ipal 


East Williston 


2 


3/24/69 


Parents Meeting 


Great Neck 


35 


3/25/69 


Program Review Conference 


-New Paltz 


4 


4/ 8/69 


Teachers Meeting 


Carle Place 


4 






Continued 




4/16/69 Parents Meeting 

4/22/69 Inspection & Observe 

4/28/69 Parents Meeting 

4/3O/6O Parents Meeting 

4/30/69 Coordinators Meeting 

5/8/69 ) Inspection & Observe 

5/12/69 Ooordix itor, Principal 
5/13/69 Coordinator 

5/22/69 Students , Teachers 



Ore at Neck 
New Palt& 
Great Neck 
Mashas set 
E. Williston 

Camp Jewel 

Roslyn 
Great Neck 
Great Neck 







125 

3 

215 (students ) 



7 

2 

56 
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Participants 



11/12/68 

11/18/68 
12/ 6/68 
12/10/68 
12/12/68 
1/15/69 

1/20/69 

1/27/69 

1/28/69 

2/ 4/69 

2/ 5/69 

2/24/69 

2/25/69 

2/25/69 

2/26/69 

3/14/69 

3/21/69 

3/26/69 

4/ 9/69 

4/14/69 

4/15/69 

4/29/69 

4/28/69 

5/12/69 

5/14/69 

5/20/69 






All Districts 
Board of Education 


The Education 
Council 

Great Neck 


IS 

SO 


Special Service School 


B00ES 


4 


Superintendent , etc. 


Hempstead 


5 


Superintendent , etc. 


Freeport 


4 


The Education Council 


Freeport & 

Port Washington 


7 


Principal, etc . 


P la inview 


4 


Nassau County Schools 


Nassau AHPER 


35 


Coordinator 


Freeport 


4 


Teachers , Super intendent-Rooseve It 


3 


Teachers 


Valley Stream 


13 


Budget 


BOCES 


4 


Special Service School 


BOCES 


4 


Mr. Northam 


Seaf ord 


3 


Conference 


All Districts 


3 


Hofstra University 


All Districts 


3 


Conference 


Freeport 


4 


Teachers In-Service 


Garden City 


18 


Mr. A* Edison, etc. 


North Shore Schools 3 


Conference 


Spec. Service School-^ 


Parents Meeting 


Freeport 


150 


Mrs. Hartman, etc. 


Hicksville 


3 


Mr. Sloane & teacher 


North Shore 


3 


Mr. Callahan 


BOCES 


5 


Teachers 


Special Service 


School-lij. 


Mr. Coupe, etc. 


Freeport 


3 
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Held Outs icla Pro ject Area 



(Gont *d) 



Pat© Group Place 

5/20/69 Evaluation meeting Freeport 

5/28/69 Program Conference BOCES 



No • of 
Participants 

3 

56 



Number of Participants Served — Trip and Resid ent Program 

A total of I 8 I 4 , experiences were approved for funding under 
Title III and these trips were to involve 8641 students in 
the participating districts. Non-public schools continued 
to participate in this phase of the program for the third 
year. Advent fuller in Westbury, St, Mary * s Girls Division 
in Manhasset, Notre Dame in New Hyde Park, Corpus Chnsti 
in Mineola, Solomon Sohechter Day School in Westbury, St, 
Aidan’s in Herricks, and St. Aloysius in Great Neck were 
among tlie non— public school participants • Brother P iman 
continued to serve as non— pub lie school coordinator in 
addition to the efforts made by local district coordinators 
in the participating districts • 



Project Summer Program 

Because this was the third and final year of operation as 
a Title III program. The Supplementary Center For Outdoor 
and Conservation Education began to phase out during the 
Summer months . By resolution of the Superintendents’ 

Council, no activities with pupils were scheduled to occur 
after July 28th, 1969, This would enable the Project Staff 
to compile the final reports, process accounts, and transfer 
operations to the Nassau County Board of Cooperative Educa- 
tional Services during the first week of September. 

However, a special Outdoor Education Program For Handicap ped 
Youngsters was administered from May to mid-JulyJTor selected 
pilot groups from three of the Nassau County BOCES Special 
Education Schools. Through the cooperative efforts of 
Mrs. Jean Narayanan, U$OE Title III Office and Dr. Fred Bowman 
of the New York State Title III Office, Center On Innovation, 
a $20,000. amendment to the existing Title III grant was made 
with State funds to enable this special program of activity 
to take place. The program was scheduled in three parts: 

A. Outdoor Education for the Neurologically Impaired 

B. Outdoor Education for the Older Emotionally Disturbed 

C. Resident Outdoor Education Program for the Pre-Teen 

Eraotionally Disturbed 

Programs A and B involved after school enrichment outdoor* 
education experiences and full Saturday trips 5 Program C ‘was 
a two-week pilot resident program at the Outdoor Education 
Center, Camp Ashokan for 120 students. On the basis of 
these three pilot programs administered under an existing 
Title III project, it is anticipated that the BOCES Special 
Education Schools will budget funds for 1969-70 and become 
a unit customer for the projected shared-services outdoor 
education program when Title III phases out. 

Additionally, during June and July, pre-approved outdoor 
education trips took place in cooperation with existing 
Summer recreation programs in a few of the participating 
districts • 



Education Programs For Teaofc e r s 

During its third year of operation, the Supplementary Center For 

oMr L « , rV K i0n / a \ cation continue*} to offer its program 
1 education for teachers and administrative personnel, 
were planned with one basic objective in mind: to 

onnhlA %Wom°l? erS wlth materials and experiences whioh would better 

ou -tdoor teaching stations for instructional 
purposes with their students. The following chart identifies a 
sampling of the major workshops held, 

£i±le Program Participants 



9/20/68 Resident Orientat 



ion 



9/28/68 



10/ 9/68 



11/16/68 



11/21/68 



Phipps Nature Trail 
Workshop for Elem- 
entary Teachers 

New York State 
Teachers Assn. 

Zone Conference 



Phipps Nature Trail 
Workshop for Second- 
ary Teachers 



Outdoor Education 
and Title III 



2/28/60 



Great Neck Resident 
Program Workshop 



5/17/69 Third Annual MLulti- 
5/2l|/69 District Workshop* 



iew of 
Camp Handbook 
and Procedures 
Camp Staff 
available for 
■planning 



35 teachers in 
five districts 



Audubon Consult- 28 Great Neck 
ant and District Teachers 
Consultants 



50 teachers 



Morning 

afternoon Panel 
Presentations 
on Outdoor Ed- 
ucation 

Audubon Consult- 
ant and Great 
Neck Science 
Personnel 

Corpus Christi 
School Faculty 
Meeting for 
orientation pur- 
poses 

Camp and Project 
Staff involved 
in full day pre- 
planning with 
teachers who 
were released 
by District 

Conservation for 
Survival and The 
Backyard as An 
Ecologic Environ- 
ment. Extensive 
field visits and 



14 Great Neck 
Teachers 



28 teachers 



10 



90 



* Note : 



community and ag- 
ency support in 
the program 

Arrangements were made In several participating districts 
to. grant local salary credit for completion of this 
sixteen hour workshop . 
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Project Staff Pi 


articipation In National and ' 


Regional Outdoor 


Education Conf e: 


cences 




The Project Director and the Assistant Project Director were 
invited to attend and participated in several significant 
conferences relating to the project and outdoor education 
during the third year of. operation. In addition to making 
formal presentation# on the nature and scope of the project, 
the staff received benefit from the professional exchange of 
information and materials. 


Date 


Conference 


Location 


10/17-10/19/68 


New York State Outdoor 
Education Association 
Conference . 


Cortland, New York 


11/7/68 


New Jersey Association 
For Health, Physical 
Education and Recreation 
Conference 


Atlantic City, New 
Jersey 


1 / 23 - 1 / 25/69 


New York State Associa- 
tion For Health, Physical 
Education and Recreation 
Conference. 


New York City 


2 / 26 - 2 / 28/69 


National Parks and 
Recreation Association 
and AAHPER Symposium On 
Outdoor Recreation and 
Education. 


Washington, D, C. 


4 / 11 - 14 ./ 13/69 


American Association For 
Health, Physical Educa- 
tion and Recreation 
Conference. 


Boston, Mass. 



8* Requests For Information 

An unprecedented number of requests concerning the project and 
its activities were received during the third year of operation. 

It is estimated that the cost on a man-hour basis for disewtimina- 
ting project information would be in excess of $1,000* Although 
many individual telephone calls were received, the bulk of the 
requests were written. The Res ident Program Manual For Teachers 
and Basic Steps in Planning Resident Experiences were much sought 
after by both individuals and organizations. Detailed information 
concerning the development of the ll|-acre Phipps Nature Trails was 
also high on the list of requests. 

A summary of the written requests for information indicates the 
following geographic sample: New York, Illinois, Virginia, 

California, Rhode Island, Pennsylvania, Missouri, New Jersey, 
Georgia, Wisconsin, Texas, and Ohio. 
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As a result of informational exchanges , one nearby private school. 
The Friends Academy of Locust Valley, embarked on its own pilot 
resident program at the New Jersey School of Conservation. 

The Project Staff has appeared before Boards of Education in 
several districts in Nassau County which were not contained in 
the original project population. For example, inf ormational 
presentations were made in Plainview, Freeport, Roosevelt, and 
Hempstead. As a result of these efforis, a pilot group of 
Freeport students, at local district cost, shared in one of the 
Spring, 1969 resident programs from Grelat Neck. Favorable reaction 
was received. It is anticipated that several of these districts 
will join in the newly-formed BOCES Outdoor Education Program in 
September, 1969. \ 

Articles concerning the project appeared in two issues (1968-69) 
of the recently-created New York State Education Departments 
Outdoor Education Newsletter . In addition. Northern Illinois 
University's Journal Of Outdoor Educat ion! (Spring. 1969) carried 
an article by the Project Director on the \BOCES Funding Concept 
For a Shared Services Outdoor Education Program. 



Distribution of Reference Haterials, L ibrary Information For 
Acquisition , and Film Distribution 1 ““ 

Periodically throughout the year a series of Memorandums were 
forwarded to each of the ten participating districts concerning 
pertinent books, professional materials, and visual aids which 
were suitable for acquisition for local professional libraries. 

In addition, the Supplementary Center Staff purchased the new 
(1969) Coronet Filmstrip series on Conservation and the new (1969) 
American Association For Health, Physical Education, and Recreation 
Association's film entitled Outdoor Education . These materials 
were available for distribution to schools in the participating 
districts. 



The following list indicates additional films in outdoor and 
conservation which were rented and distributed during the year; 



Date 

10/9/68 

10/10-10/11/68 

3/'2ip- 3/28/69 



District 



Great Neck 

Great Neck 
Great Neck 



Film 



Just Beyond The 
Chalkboard 
Nature's Half Acre 
The Great Swamp 



Estimated 

Audience 



120 

675 

750 



Permanent film and filmstrip acquisitions will be transferred to 
the projected BOCES Outdoor Education Program. 



Provision Of Consultants and Specialists To The Participating 
School Districts “ 



The provision of specialists and consultants in outdoor and 
conservation education during the project's third year was 
primarily related to the greatly-expanded resident program. 
Experts in the areas of falconry, Indian lores, herpitology, and 
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other natural science areas were provided during the various 
weeks of the resident program at both Camp Jewel and Camp 
Ashokan. 

Audubon Society specialists were used again this year to 
administer nature study workshops at the Phipps Workshops in 
Great Neck. 

In the areas of conservation and soil study, Pr. Lawrence of 
the State University of New York College at Farmingdale was 
used, for several class visits and actual activities in the 
field, at places like Coram Nursery, with pupils. 

In meteorology and astronomy, the continued services of 
Dr. Fred Hess of the State University of New York Maritime 
Colls ge and Mr* Stone of th© Great Neck School District were 
provided, particularly to the non-public schools. 

The Central Project Staff did no" budget an extensive amount 
of funds for consultants and specialists for this third year 
of operation. It was felt that teachers and other personnel 
within the local districts should be developing skills and 
assuming a greater part of responsibility for the outdoor 
education instructional program. 



Community Activities and Participation 

The Project Staff continued to foster community awareness of 
Title III activities in outdoor and conservation education. ^ 

News Briefs, the monthly activity newsletter, were made available 
toTBoards of Education and Chief School District Administrators 
on a routine basis. News items were also forwarded to the local 
press through the Office For Community Delations in the grantee 
districts. Other releases were forwarded to the press by coord- 
inators in individual participating districts. 

A continual effort was made to ascertain a sampling of parental 
reaction within specific districts both in writing after activity 
programs and during the many parental orientation meetings which 
occurred before the many weeks in the resident program. 

The Supplementary Center Staff also maintained a coordinated 
liaison with the Nassau County Department of Parks and Recreation, 
the Nassau County Recreation Assn., the Department of Recreation 
Supervision at the State University of New York College at 
Farmingdale, and the graduate programs of Hunter College and New 
York University. The Nassau County Museum and the Nassau County 
Board of Cooperative Educational Services continued to promote 
the interests of the project and the further development of Outdoor 
Education in Nassau County. 

One of the significant examples of community participation in the 
project during this third year was the efforts of The Citizens 
For A More Beautiful Port Washington in support of the Third 
Annual May Workshop. Representatives from over twenty six 
community agencies participated in this program, as did both State 
and County Officials. Additionally, pupils from both the elemen- 
tary and secondary levels participated in the Workshop program® 




Finally, initial steps have bain taken with Dr, 1 
Bureau of Mueatioiml Extension Services, Hofstre 
fester the development of a 3 er@dit«hour, ^ fradui 
course in Outdoor and Environmental Mueation at lofstra 
sity • Hopefully, these courses will be offered during t 
.70 academic year. 



Univer- 



and Anticipated Results 




The major positive result of this Title III 
the original expectations has been the growth 
of outdoor and conservation experiences for and with 
the participating districts. During the initial year, 
a great deal of effort was made in the ten districts to 
activities with pupils • By the end of the first year it was 
obvious that the major part of that effort had been spent on 
orienting and preparing administrative staffs to the basic 
philosophy and concepts of outdoor and conservation education. 
While a chief criticism of the first year’s program could be 
the small number of pupil participants , the benefits of training 
efforts can clearly be seen by reviewing the activities for the 
and 1968-69 school years. 



This Title III Project has been an unqualified success. Its 
efforts will be carried on after the phasing out of Federal funds 
in early September, 1969. Roslyn, Port Washington, Great Neck, 
Manh&s set , and Vies tbury--in the original pro ject- -have requested 
the Nassau Cour.ty Board of Cooperative Educational Services 
(BOCES ) to provide outdoor education programs on a shared-service 
basis. Under New York State Education Law, all districts which 
participate in shared-service programs under BOCES receive re- 
imbursed State aid in the school year following that in which 
they buy services. Districts outside of the original project 
area have also requested to join the program. Hempstead, 

Freeport , and Roosevelt are three such districts. It has become 
evident that the success of this regional Title III program has 
demonstrated sufficient benefits to administrative personnel in 
nearby communities. Those districts which participate in the 
1969-70 program at BOCES will be expending from $15*000. to 
56B.OOO. for outdoor education programs. Indeed, it can be said 
that three years of ?, seed funding under Title III, E.S.E.A has 
borne fruit. To this writer’s knowledge, the North Hempstead 
Title III Project will be one of the few projects carried over 
successfully to local funding. The following schematic depicts 
the BOCES Outdoor Education Administrative Structure for 
1969-70: 
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jeotivas. During the first year 
in many dirt at ions under the 
i three years later ? many 
, mere limited directions . The 
ten in the expansion and struct** 
Program at Camp Ashokan and at Oamp Jewel, 
indiaates that the BOGUS staff will have to locate 
more resident Oamp facilities for 1969-70 in order to accommodate 
the waiting customers. In terms of program, a Natural History 
and Science Orientation has come clear as a sound departure base 
for local program planning purposes . Carle Place and Westbury 
were added to the list of districts participating in the resident 




program this year. 

A third major positive result has been the growth in approach 
to evaluation of the pro ject *s efforts . Lacking standardized 
instruments to measure the alleged outcomes of outdoor and 
conservation activities for various grade levels and inter 
disciplinary programs, the Evaluator did a commendable job of 
capturing growth, analyzing extent of participation, sensitizing 
problems, and fostering administrative procedures and program 
techniques . Very recently, as lately as Spring, 1969, a sampling 
of student participants took part in a National Outdoor Education 
Evaluation Program, (pre and post testing) being conducted at 
Northern Illinois University by Dr. Donald Hammerman and 
Dr, Malcolm Swan . These results should solidify local evaluation 
efforts on a more scientific analysis basis and they will be for- 
warded in the Pall of 1969 when available to the U, S , Office of 



Education and the Center On Innovation In Albany, New York. 

Many more parental, teacher, and student evaluation sessions 
were held throughout the year. 

On the negative side , three of the original ten participating 
public scho o 1 d is trie t s became inactive to a very large degree 
by the end of the second year. While seven districts committed 
local funds to supplement existing Title III monies for the 
third year, three did not , Now, at the end of the third year, 
a fourth district is dropping the program (Herricks ) and one 
district (East Williston) will not be participating in the 
BOCES program. This district will administer its own program. 
Five of the original ten, then. Great Neck, Roslyn, Westbury , 
Port Washington, and Manhasset will pursue the shared-services 
program for 1969-70. No indication was generated from non- 
public school participants, 

A second negative result was the continued inability to obtain 
the Sands Point Naval Training Devices Center or other such 
property for a permanent, sub -regional center. Although 
declared surplus , the property has not been officially released. 
Pending acquisition by Nassau County, school authorities have 
been assured that an outdoor education program will be planned 
for part of any County facility located at this site. 



The Project Staff considers the Title III experience to have 
been a personally and professionally rewarding experience# 
Appreciation is extended to all who made the project the 
success that it was • 



Respectfully submitted. 




Charles A. Lewis, Jr. , 
Project Director 
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IN OUTDOOR AND CONSERVATION EDUCATION 



THIRD EVALUATION STUDY 



PREFACE - FROM PHILOSOPHY THROUGH IMPLEMENTATION TO OUTCOMES 



The concepts in Outdoor and Conservation Education seem, on the face of it , 
to truly embrace the potential for innovative experiences for learning. The 
official Reports from the participants of programs in the past seem to have 
taken fo'r granted that certain behavioral goals automatically take place as 
a result of these activities. 

The earlier efforts were involved in collecting descriptive data of the great 
variety of project activities that took place. The Evaluations, therefore , 
were concerned with assessing the general nature of these activities as they 
related to the Objectives of the Outdoor and Conservation Education Project. 

However , the burst of enthusiasm for field trips in the out of doors accompanied 
by the overgener ali zed ideals of ’’its great values" have not been matched with 
the sam,e vigor by a concern for actual results . 

At this time, we must pause to ask, "To what extent are we achieving the same 
goals we set out upon and what are the real benefits for the student s ... as 
innovative educational programs?" 

In this Third Evaluation, we are now not so much concerned with the quantity of 
activity and a description of the Resource content as 

-with the influences upon the student ' s interests, learnings, and improved 
attitude in his peer group ; 

-about enrichment of the curriculum as a result of integrating these 
exposures to the innumerable Resources of the natural environment; 

-with the progress of the Administration of the Project which, in the 
final analysis , is reflected by the outcome of the different programs 
in outdoor education. 

Evaluation Limitations in Outdoor Education 

Limitations in evaluating programs have been the result of the lack of 
established and standardized procedures for measuring such learning ex- 
periences. It is understandable that the many variables that are involved 
in such different experiences make assessment most difficult. 

All of this seems to have served to discourage most participants from focusing 
attention on the results of their program. And so we seem to vacillate from 
the extreme of oversimplified teacher reports such as, "It was great ! " to 
requests for long range intensive scientific studies .. .WHILE THE YOUNGSTERS 
COME AND GO TO THIS RELATIVELY UNKNOWN MEDIA OF LEARNING. 

Unfortunately many Evaluation Studies in the past have been a requirement 
which have become an academic exercise. This project has incorporated the 
evaluation into the planning of future programs. 



The Evaluator^ Role 



The Evaluator 1 § role was that of a coordinator and consultant in obtaining feed 
back material from several sources on a part time basis# This required the 
development of some forms, preliminary test and survey material, and teacher and 
student conferences, although no provision for this was made in the Project. 

A Multi-faceted Procedure to Evaluation was therefore undertaken as a result of 
the limitations: 

- Different methods were used which were related to the particular projects 
with some cross checking for objectivity# 

- Evaluations were on a continuing basis so that results could be made 
available for and among the various participants. 

- A jury technique was used whereby material was collected from many 
different project leaders and also reviewed together with outdoor 
education specialists. 
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NARRATIVE SUMMARY OF CURRENT MAJOR FINDINGS 



The Outdoor and Conservation Education Program has shown significant development for 
effective supplementary and educational experiences since its inception in September 
1966, Its progress was traced through the organisation of the program by overcoming 
the many problems of administration, specifically, of clarifying objectives to project 
implementation. 

Local field trips to area resources for study in an outdoor environment continued to 
give way to more in-depth resident type experiences. These were of a carefully 
planned, sequential, interdisciplinary form with a nature-science and conservation 
orientation. The present general status has reached an increased level of interest 
which has given rise to further resident experiences. These reflected the acceptance 
and worthwhileness of the program. Refinement in administering these programs, 
developing the curricula content, and aspects of human management have been the tasks 
at hand in order to gain the greatest potential for the students. 

In the absence of standard assessment techniques for outdoor education programs, 
concerted efforts were made by the Evaluator to establish a cooperative system of 
reporting and recording feed-back of results of the different projects. As a result 
of this on-going evaluation and the utilization of different techniques of data col- 
lection, some specific results of outcomes had begun to emerge . 

Students acknowledged the worthwhileness of specific aspects of the program which 
were new and unique and involved their active participation in close working groups. 
In addition, they reacted with an awareness of the countryside around them. Sxmul— 
taneously, they showed more consistently favorable results with the objectives for 
learning in and from the outdoors when they were involved in the orientation, pre- 
planning, and follow up activities. Social values, through group interaction, were 
an accompanying outcome of the resident programs which had more implications than 
had originally been anticipated. 

By the same token, the many administrative aspects of implementation and areas in 
human management were factors mentioned as obstacles to the smooth functioning of 
the programs. This led to the realization that program content and procedures in 
outdoor education do not take place automatically as originally conceived and 
planned^ As a result, more attention has been expended in management details than 
on the effects upon the student. This series of studies begins to reflect more upon 
student and teacher responses than upon the specialty areas of outdoor education. 

In all of this, in-service workshops, personal and frequent planning, and orienta- 
tion meetings with teachers, administrators, and parents had a. positive relation- 
ship to the resident programs. Success in a program is seen as closely related to 
the leadership potential of the teacher. 

The development of a demonstration site contributed to the program as a valuable in- 
troductory phase and has a true potential for wide utilization as the interest 

expands. 

The total coordination of the many phases of the program is greatly enhanced with 
the joint support by BOCES for administration and gives impetus to the further 
development of the professional aspects of the program. This appears to pave the 
way for further refinement of the true benefits for the student as a result of 
supplementary experiences. 
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THE PROGRAM AND TEE CRITERIA FOR EVALUATION 



THE DEVELOPMENT OF INNOVATIVE OPPORTUNITIES FOR STUDENTS AND TEACHERS THROUGH 
SUPPLEMENTARY EXPERIENCES IN OUTDOOR AND CONSERVATION EDUCATION WHICH GIVE 
' EVIDENCE OF BEHAVIORAL GROWTH 

It is anticipated that interest will be created, learning expanded and rein- 
forced, as well as an improvement in group relationships through direct field 
experiences in the natural environment. This Program initially involved ten 
School Districts in the Town of North Hempstead. These districts, however, 
varied in the extent of their participation. 

The Criteria for Evaluation 

The Evaluation Process involves further studies as a follow up to the earlier 
reports in order to determine the worthwhileness of the various activities for 
students and for the school program. 



The Criteria used to evaluate the results of the various activities are: 



1. Positive evidence through stimulation of interest on the part of the 
student in new areas of learning; i.e. marine biology, ecology, geology, 
nature study, outdoor skills through individual and group efforts. 

2. Acknowledgement and realization by the student of the exposure as a new 
learning experience. 

3. An extension and reinforcement of the curriculum areas as a result of 
the field experiences related to the specific group. 

4. A greater appreciation of the natural environment by the development 
of a positive attitude through learning about conservation and the 
proper utilization of our natural resources. 

5. The development of new programs and areas of study and the .extension 
of school facilities as an outgrowth of the Outdoor Education Program.. 

6. A greater awareness of the field of natural sciences by increased 
communications through workshops, greater availability of materials, 
and publications, as well as techniques for student projects. 

7. Growth in personal development and group adjustment as a result of 
working relationships, particularly in resident experiences. 

8. The growth of general interest to continue, expand, and repeat outdoor 
education experiences. 

9. The impact made by a continued refinement of the projects and a sus- 
tained interest to incorporate programs of outdoor education into the 
school program. 

10. The selection and resources for learning which cannot be readily ac- 
comlished in the classroom or through other educational programs. 



TECHNIQUES AND SOURCES OF DATA 



FROM THE DIFFERENT PROJECTS 



RATIONALE 

Until the development of standardized procedures for collecting outdoor edu- 
cation data, there is the need to continue a multi-variate approach to ob- 
tain feed back information, The utilization of a variety of measurement 
techniques was refined by working more closely with teachers and Students in 
their reports. 

Achievement testing may really not measure the many broader outcomes of the 
variety of experiences in outdoor education. Results may also take place over 
a relatively long period of time and in different areas of behavioral growth. 

An Analysis Was Made of the Following Data: 

1. For the One Day Field Exoeriences - 60 reports were reviewed which were 
a representative sample of the different Resources visited. These reports 
reflected the reactions of students and teachers. 



2 . For the Resident Program- 

aj 24 major summary reports were reviewed which reflected upon the success 
of the activities, pre-planning, on the site and post-trip and general reactions. 

b) Pre and Post testing and analysis of the data from some 510 students 
who participated. (These materials were prepared by the Evaluator and admini- 
stered by the school personnel and/or the Evaluator. 

c) Interviews with some 250 students and teachers were carried on by the 
Evaluator and the assistants in conjunction with some of the testing and on the 
Resident Site. This data was used to cross check and interpret the test results. 

d) Survey questionnaires of a sample of 200 students which related to 
their reactions as to the worthwhileness of various experiences. 

e) Compositions from a sample of 200 students which were coded and 
related to the various responses of the students to the variety of experiences. 

f ) Six Major Visits to the Resident Site were made by the Evaluator for 
Observations of the implementation of the program and the results by continued 
interviews with students and teachers. 

g) Six Faculty conferences were held with trip participants in order to 
obtain evaluations as a group of a number of points of view on outcome values. 

h) Ten administrative Evaluation conferences were held with the Central 
Project Staff, District Coordinators, the Ashokan professional staff in order to 
obtain different views on the nature of the implementation of the program and 
the progress being made. 

i) Three Parent Meetings were attended by the Evaluator in order to 
obtain receptivity from this source. Feed back information was obtained from 
the other meetings , 
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3. For General Activities 

a) For the Workshops , Films and Consultant Activities, a sample of TO 
questionnaires and reports were reviewed which reflected upon the reactions of 

b) Attendance at three major conferences in outdoor education were 
attended for the explicit purpose of cross checking findings and techniques 
used in other Projects. 

4. Summary 

a) All in all some 2,200 pieces of data were reviewed from reports, 
interview responses, test and survey data and conference reactions. 

• h) Not all of this data is directly referred to in this analysis. 

Reports and data which are representative samples of a particular area of 
results of activities are included in the appendix. 

c) A special study of Pre- Post Testing from Northern Illinois University 
was initiated hy this Project through the participation of the Port Washington' 
schools. The results are not reported here since these have not as yet come 
forth. Ref/erence to the contents of this instrument is made in the Appendix. 

d) The data is limited to Projects during the regular school year of 
1968 to 1969 and directly sponsored and funded through the Outdoor Education 
Central Project Office. It does not include special summer programs, pilot 
programs initiated for the handicapped or programs which were an outgrowth of 
this Project. 

e) The use of the different techniques of assessment, frequently cross 
checked with each other, is intended to add to the objectivity and reliability 
of the results. 



(Sample of an endorsement of the Data Technique from a Specialist and Leader in 
the field. This is from one of the several outside specialists who participated 
as a panel member at an evaluation conference and subsequently reviewed the final 
results. ) : 

" WEST CHESTER STATE COLLEGE 
SCHOOL OF HEALTH AND PHYSICAL EDUCATION 
WEST CHESTER, PENNSYLVANIA, 19380 
February 6 , 1969 



Dear Hy: 

Thank you for the copy of your evaluation guide. I have read through 
it and I feel that it is a definite contribution to the field. Your pro- 
cedure of using several methods of evaluation in terms of the varying 
activities provides more objectivity.... 

Cordially yours , 

Russell L. Sturzebecker 
Professor, School of Health 
and Physical Education" 
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In the face of the lack of established instruments to measure the attainments 
in the variety of activities •which were completed, the follow-up reports were 
studied in consultation with science specialists, and certain criteria were 
established in order to evaluate the different projects, 

FORMULATION OF CRITERIA OUTCOMES LISTED IN TEACHERS [ REPORTS 

Each outdoor trip is planned as a site for observation and activity . From these 
observations there are valuable outcomes as indicated. in the reports . These 
outcomes are formulated as follows ; particularly as they relate to the original 
objectives of the activity and to those of outdoor education; 

L-1j Learnings s These would be the result of preliminary discussions, films 

and classroom activities. 

L-2 Fixation of learning; These would involve the learning activity that is 

done “after the trip by means of compositions, discussions 
and audio-visual aids. 

Ac; These are activities performed by -pupils : These are intended to lead to 

a change in behavior . For example , pupils who walk through 
beautiful woodlands and reach a river that is obviously 
polluted will be expected to react differently in the future 
when conservation is discussed . Relat ed laboratory exer- 
cises in class are included in this category. 

Cur : Chang e s in curr i culum • As a result of these trips , teachers have bought 

added equipment ; written new lesson plans . This will have 
a lasting effect beyond the field trip itself . 

T.AC: Teacher activity: These are intended to enrich their background and 

develop new skills which will affect future teaching. 
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« There was a 

in the student and class groups 
participating in one day field 
experiences to local resources 
that were sponsored by the Program* 

» There was a significant decrease 
in the number of different Resources 
used for study which reflects the 
continued refinement in the selec- 
tion and utilization of Resources* 

- This decrease follows the pattern 
of activity for the previous year 
which is consistent with the rec- 
ommendations made to make trips to 
Resource sites more consistent with 
objectives of outdoor study, 

- Non-public schools continued to 
participate primarily through an 
introductory experience of one day 
field trips to outdoor education 
local sites. 

- Additional local trips have con- 
tinued, but many of these have been 
sponsored by local school funds, 

- The use of School Campus Facilities and other Resources which are in close proximity 
to the school area showed a significant increase of activity; i,e, , the development 
of the Phipps Nature Trail and use of Garvies Point and adjacent beach and park 
areas. 

« An increase in the major resident experiences reflects the continued movement 
towards more in-depth and extended experiences. Priority considerations in school 
budget expenditures in some cases gave preference to resident projects. 

« 

- Although the total number of student participants in one day and resident experi- 
ences does not reflect growth, the extent of participation by the number of student 
days which are involved is significant. It represents a growth of over 3500 
student days of participation in resident experiences. 
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* Tht Resident i&ogram mi expanded by the interest tuxd participation of additional 
Etw groups? it#*, stud tuts from Otrlt ELtst and Westbury* 

« Oertaia school districts such as lust Willistou tad Westbury have retained strong 
interest in the resident type of program but have not rejoined the Program through 
BQCQM to view of other administrative considerations* 

* Other projects, such as certain Summer Programs, were phased out as recommended 
previously in favor of giving budgetary priority to in~depth experiences during 
the school year* 




A* The greatest majority (over 8c$) of the Programs involved the 3th, 6th, and ?th 
graders in special interdisciplinary studies in nature science, social studies, 
and conservation history through group living experiences. These are the pro* 
grams that are primarily being projected for the future* 



B. The schedule of the Resident Programs varied from three to five days dependent 
upon the budgetary considerations, the availability of the Resident Site, and 
making the experience available to more children. 



0. The Ashokan. Campus Center of New Paltz was used for 23 of the standard resident 
groups, and damp jewel in Connecticut was the site used for two of the programs 
where there was a question of size and availability of the Ashokan Site. 

IV. SPECIAL mwam CIQBPS 

A* A High School Biology Project took place in two separate half week sessions in 
the early fall. The reports indicated that it met the objectives well for stimu- 
lating further study in ecology and having a first hand experience in seeing 
. certain specimens which were going to be studied in the laboratory. 

®* The Confrontation With Environment Project was continued from the previous year 
in two sessions in the early winter. The stimulation of the environment served 
as a springboard for discussions and writings. The reports of student stimula- 
tion for further study and group interaction were very favorable. 

d* Ail Appreciation of Outdoor Skills was gained by two groups of students in two 
sessions of extended resident experiences in the Adirondack area. 

D. There were two separate programs which involved participation by a greater number 
of disadvantaged children. 

1. A Westbury group reported most favorable results from this new and unique 
experience. This was science oriented but concentrated on aspects of group 
living. 

2. A Freeport group joined a Great Neck group in a joint program. Through inter- 
views, both groups reported compatibility and favorable outcomes. 

3* Groups of children of different socio-economic backgrounds, however, presented 
many additional variables which required further planning and orientation. 
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A. In the third year of the Outdoor Iduoaticn Project, the most significant 
growth has taken place in Resident type Programs Including additional 
school districts with 1,643 students taking part in these experiences 

an 




B, With a request for full scheduling of groups for the coming school year 
which is a result of the success of the Resident Programs . The number 
upon the limited facilities# All the available time of the 
has tentatively been reserved# 




Pre and Post -Test Pat a From Students Related to 
(Taken from the results of four different 




A# 65$ to 80J? felt that this was an entirely new experience# 

I# &$% to 9&% considered that the experiences were generally worthwhile, 

0# Over 60 $ preferred this experience over other types of resident experiences 
including summer overnight or scout camps# 

B* The greatest majority, over 83$ » preferred going on this experience 
with some of their classmates, About the same percentage felt that they 
had also made good new friends among their classmates. In the •post- 
test, over 90% felt they had more friends among their classmates after 
the resident experience. 

1# Approximately 70% liked the idea of going away with their teachers. 

However , 85 $ felt their teachers got to know them better as a result 



P. Only approximately k0% had jobs ana chores to perform in the classroom 
and approximately Q0% reported that they had regular jobs and chores to 
perform at home. Over 95% reported that they had an opportunity to 
participate in the group chores in the program. 

G. There seems to be a slight increase in the opportunity for starting a 
collection of specimens in the outdoors as a result of the trip, 

H, Over 95% felt that their parents were generally pleased with the reports 
of the resident experience. 

I* Over 90% would like to go again if the program was generally similar. 
However, over 30% indicated that they would like to make suggestions 
for some changes in various aspects of the program, 

J. Over 90$ of the students felt that the size of the program was good for 
the program, and there did not seem to be a significant difference in 
results where the group sizes varied. 




(Data is taken from Pre and Post-Test Results and from Survey Questionnaire) 

A. Over 90$ felt that they have learned more about nature-science, and in 
some cases, social studies, than they would have in the classroom. 

1# There were mixed and a range of reactions to the extent of learning that 
took place in other curricula areas; i«e«, English and math, as compared 
to what would have taken place in the classroom. However, students 
learned more than they had anticipated they would. 

0» Activities which were considered, most worthwhile were: Scienoe Study, 
the Geology Hayride, Pond Life Study, Animal Care, Small Hikes and 
Explorations, and Blaoksmi thing (in the social studies). In general, 
Students responded well to activities in which they were actively in- 
volved in close contact with other students and teachers. 

D * In Special Activity Areas , students reacted very favorably to certain 
night lectures; i.e., the Snake Demonstration and the Bird Demonstration. 
These involved the use of professional specialists. Their programs were 
reported as unique and aroused student interest and response. 

E. Accompanying Outcomes - Students seemed to recognize certain general 
benefits such as the opportunity "to live and study in the outdoors, " 

%n appreciation of the countryside," "opportunities for study in their 
free time," "group lining," and "recreational activities." 

Activities which did not seem worthwhile or accepted favorably by the 
students were the long hike or hill climbing; ecology, by a relatively 
small group; and a scattering of responses of other areas. There was 
some variation of responses to different activities. However, "None" was 
also frequently listed in reference to dissatisfaction. 

G* There is a considerable range in the different group reactions to differ- 
ent programs which is interpreted by the differences in instructors, 
leadership, and orientation. 

Program Concept - Mental Set of Students as to the Balance of Curriculum vs . 

Recreation ~ 

A. Although students felt there was enough planning done by the leaders, 
there was the feeling by approximately 60$ of the students that they were 
neither sufficiently involved nor knew what to expect. 

B. There were varying concepts expressed by students in their interviews of 
what they expected in the program. This evidenced most clearly in the 
students' varying responses to disappointments for more recreational 
type activities; i.e. , canoeing, miniature golf, and. sports, where ques- 
tions of basic program concern were involved. Certain groups of students 
who did not react favorably appeared to be totally recreationally oriented. 

C. Accompanying benefits of Resident Programs were acknowledged by students 
and teachers , through both interviews and observations, where extensive 
pre-planning activities and post-trip activities were involved. There 
were examples observed of an interdisciplinary approach to many school 
and class projects. 



